Summary Decisions are reported on proposals and requests in Reports 15 and 17 of the Nomenclature Committee for Algae, Report 69 from the Nomenclature Committee for Vascular Plants, Reports 20 and 21 from the Nomenclature Committee for Fungi, plus an old proposal (1193) from the then Committee for Spermatophyta. The first six lists of fungal names authorized under Art. 14.13 from fungal working groups are approved, as are two additions to the list of institutional votes for the Nomenclature Section of the XIX IBC.
Proposals to conserve or reject names
The following conservation and rejection proposals under Art. 14 and 56 are approved as recommended by the NCA, i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated:
(2194) cons. Gloeobacter violaceus; (2195) cons. Gloeothece (typ. cons.); (2303) cons. Chara hispida (typ. cons.); (2340) rej. Jania verrucosa; (2382) cons. Scrippsiella; (2383) rej. Goniodomataceae.
The GC agrees with the NCA that Scrippsiella should be conserved. However, the NCA would appear to have erred in its comments on validity and authorship. For a taxon originally described under another Code but now regarded as belonging to the algae or fungi, Art. 45.1 states that internal evidence is used when determining under which Code a name was originally published, "irrespective of any claim by the author as to the group of organisms to which the taxon is assigned". In Prop. (2382) (Gottschling & Elbrächter in Taxon 64: 1051 -1052 . 2015 , the name Scrippsiella Balech is regarded as validly published under the ICZN as a dinoflagellate. Balech (in Biol. Bull. Mar. Biol. Lab. Woods Hole 116: 195-205. 1959 ) used that term throughout the paper, despite also referring to the taxon as belonging to the (algal) family Peridiniaceae. Although Balech did not specify the Code that he was following, such internal evidence suggests that the correct author citation should be just "Balech".
The following proposal under Art. 56 is declined, as recommended by the NCA, i.e., the name is NOT rejected: (2302) rej. Gonyaulax catenella (1-21-1-0). Proposals (2273) to conserve Gelidium bipectinatum and (2365) to conserve Cyanospira are still being discussed.
Request for a binding decision under Art. 53.5 on potentially confusable names 
The following conservation and rejection proposals under Art. 14 and 56 are approved as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are conserved or rejected as indicated: (1722) The following conservation and rejection proposals are declined, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are NOT conserved or rejected as indicated: (1969) Prop. (2370) to conserve Salvia cruikshanksii with that spelling of the epithet was rejected as not necessary (0-22-1-0); the GC regards this as an orthographic error to be corrected to "cruckshanksii " since the person's surname was Cruckshanks. to suggest this to the Editorial Committee as a suitable example (non-voted) to add after Art. 60.1.
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Proposals (2385) and (2386) are different ways to deal with the application of the name Pteris semipinnata. The GC is still considering these proposals along with proposals (2387) Dyschoriste humilis and (2461) ×Laburnocytisus, and has deferred action on (2404) Alyssum hyperboreum, (2457) ×Brassolaeliocattleya and (2478) Myriophyllum spicatum until after the XIX IBC. 
Requests for binding decisions under Art. 38.4 on adequacy of descriptive statements
The following names are ruled as having adequate descriptive statements (they came without any recommendation from the NCVP), i.e., the names are validly published: (34) Erica longipedunculata G. Lodd. (19-3-1-0); (36) Goodyera tesselata G. Lodd. (15-7-1-0) .
The following names are ruled as lacking adequate descriptive statements, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., the names are NOT validly published: (35) Euonymus bullatus Wall. ex G. Lodd. (4-18-1-0); (45) Thea piquetiana Laness (1-21-1-0) .
The GC are still considering (40) Pittosporum angustifolium and (41) Tillandsia amoena.
Requests for binding decisions under Art. 53.5 on potentially confusable names
The following names are ruled as being sufficiently similar to be confused, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., they are to be treated as homonyms: (10) Andinia and Andina (19-3-1-0) .
The following names are ruled as not being sufficiently similar to be confused, as recommended by the NCVP, i.e., they are NOT to be treated as homonyms: (11 (2100) 
